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ABSTRACT


The United States executive branch has grown substantially since the


establishment of the American government. That growth translated into an enormous


institution with capabilities, capacities, and authorities to handle the expanding needs of


its citizens. Along with that expansion, the world in which the U.S. government ffinctions


is increasingly complex. That complexity challenges the vertical organizations of the


federal, state, and local governments, necessitating a “whole of government” approach to


problem solving.


That approach has suffered numerous setbacks and failures due to a lack of


leadership, training, and an understanding across organizations as they come together in


interagency operations and structure. This thesis argues that to develop and sustain


interagency success for the ftiture, the U.S. must undertake initiatives along three lines of


effort. First, an executive agent at the highest levels of the federal government must be


tasked with monitoring, coordinating, and if necessary arbitrating interagency affairs.


Second. institutionalized processes for interagency education need to become a


requirement for career progression. Finally, a standardized approach to interagency


education and training needs to be universally followed by executive departments and


agencies.


This thesis reviews current doctrine and existing presidential direction, examines


successful interagency partnerships at the organizational and tactical level, and studies


current methods of educating executive branch personnel. With declining budgets and


increasingly complex problems, the U.S. must take seriously the need for increased


interagency efficiency.
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CHAPTER 1


INTRODUCTION


The United States executive branch, comprised of numerous departments,


agencies, and regulatory bodies has come under increasing scrutiny by Congress and the


American public to better coordinate actions in response to the complex problems faced


by the nation. The spread of capabilities, capacities, and authorities across federal entities


such as the Departments of Defense (DoD), State (DoS), and Homeland Security (DHS)


challenge the executive branch as a whole to provide a coordinated response to emerging


international and domestic contingencies. Overseas, early failures to implement post-


conflict nation-building operations in the warzones of Iraq and Afghanistan demonstrated


seams in planning and execution that delayed the departure of U.S. combat forces.


Domestically, the inability to rapidly synthesize and coordinate a multi-agency relief


effort in the wake of natural disasters like Hurricanes Katrina and Sandy led to thousands


of people suffering needlessly while awaiting assistance from federal, state, and local


governments.


These shortcomings have not been lost on senior executive branch leadership,


especially within the DoD. Then Under Secretary of Defense for Policy Michele


Flournoy provided an excellent summary of the performance of the executive branch


when she noted in a 2010 speech that:


We’re still too often rigid when we need to be flexible, clumsy when we
need to be agile, slow when we need to be fast, focused on individual







agency equities when we need to be focused on the broader whole of
government mission)


At the Cabinet level, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates remarked that same year that the


interagency coordination is “constrained by a dated and complex patchwork of


authorities, persistent shortfalls in resources, and unwieldy processes.”2


This thesis advances the argument that developing and sustaining successffil


interagency effectiveness requires the standing and continued involvement of senior


leadership, renewed professional development across executive agencies, and doctrinal


adoption of a unity of effort framework for interagency planning. The first area, increased


involvement and oversight of senior leadership decision-makers, will provide a structure


and monitoring organization that fosters better coordination and cooperation. Second,


individual departments and agencies need to refine and adopt common educational and


training standards that will develop career professionals who understand and can operate


within the larger interagency framework of the executive branch. Finally, a common


process for planning interagency activities and actions needs broad doctrinal acceptance


across every part of the interagency in order to increase operational effectiveness. The


U.S. government faces a shrinlcing budget and declining resource base. Without


significant and continued emphasis on initiatives in these three areas. interagency


interactions and operations will repeat past mistakes in training, planning, and execution.


Michele Floumoy, “Rebalancing and Reforming U.S. Instruments of Soft Power” (keynote
address, Center for a New American Securth’, Washington, D.C. June 10, 2010).


2 Robert M. Gates, “Helping Others Defend Themselves,” Foreign Affairs 89, no. 3 (May/June
2010), 4.


2







Background


The United States government has increasingly sought to unify the efforts of the


executive branch across every’ agency and level of government from local to federal since


September 11, 2001. For example, violent extremism (Al-Qaeda), manmade and natural


disasters (Hurricanes Katrina and Sandy). and increasingly complex nation-building


efforts (Iraq and Afghanistan) highlighted the need for better cooperation and


coordination using a “whole of government” approach. Each of these complex problems


produced initial solutions that fell short in execution. As a result of those early failures,


scholars, government agencies, the press, and the American public have scrutinized and


often criticized the process, people, and departments of the executive known collectively


as the “interagency.”


As far back as the aftermath of World War II, agencies such as the DoD


recognized that civilian and military’ executive organizations each possessed unique


capabilities, capacities, and authorities designed to support individual operations. The


DoD and other large departments such as the DoS realized that coordination and


cooperation were essential during every phase of conflict — from the development of


theater strategy, to tactical execution on the battlefield, and finally, the process of


rebuilding that follows cessation of hostilities.


Previous struggles to integrate the vertical organizations of the government


against the horizontally aligned problems facing the country illustrate the need for an


improved interagency process that will increase U.S. national security and improve


responsiveness to emerging complex problems. With its enormous budget and the largest


cadre of uniformed and civilian members in the executive branch, the DoD often finds


itself at the vanguard of any interagency discussion. The Joint Staffs Joint Doctrinefor
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the Armed Forces ofthe United States (JP 1) recognizes the necessity of interagency


coordination suggesting that: “Instilling unity of effort at the national level is necessarily


a cooperative endeavor involving a number of USG departments and agencies.”3 Despite


this emphasis, DoD leaders such as Floumoy and Gates pointed out the ineffectiveness of


interagency efforts to support operations both at home and overseas. In the DoD’s case,


leadership and transition challenges between Defense and State during post-conflict


operations in Iraq and Afghanistan suffered from failures in early interagency planning


and allowed missteps that cost the United States over one trillion dollars and thousands of


lives.4


In the aftermath of those mistakes. military leaders sought to formalize in


guidance and doctrine the need for cooperative planning and action. The Chairman of the


Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) formalized in policy guidance for theater campaign planning


that it was “inherently interagency in nature.” Furthermore, given today’s fiscal


environment there is an imperative to ensure “regional U.S. military operations,


activities, events, and investments are prioritized, aligned, and integrated (to the extent


possible) with U.S. developmental and diplomatic actions at the country level to achieve


unity of effort and husband scare resources.”6 In addition, outside the U.S. government,


there is a growing commentary on correcting and improving interagency effectiveness.


U.s. Joint Chiefs of Staff. Doctrine for the Armed Forces of the United States, Joint Publication
I (Washington DC: Joint Chiefs of Staff, March25 2013). 11-2.


Congressional Research Service, The Cost of Iraq. Afghanistan, and Other Global War on
Terror Operations Since 9/Il, (WashinEton, DC: Government Printing Office, 201 1): I.


U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, Theater Campaign Planning Policies and Procedures, CJCSM
3130.01 (Washington DC: Joint Chiefs of Staff, August 31, 2012): A-9.


6 Ibid.
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Authors Martin Gorman and Alexander Krongard argue that a reorganization of


roles and responsibilities similar to the 1986 Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense


Reorganization Act will lead to increased interagency effectiveness. In essence, the path


to better interagency relations begins with “legislation [that] would institutionalize the


interagency process through new organizations and reward jointness by selectively


promoting those who participate in interagency policy development.”7 Andrea Baumann


believes that “Limited, process-orientated changes have been more effective.. .in the


areas ofjoint planning and cross-departmental project management.”8 Potential solutions


to solving and improving the process of interagency cooperation and coordination lie in


an effort to combine wholesale and incremental changes across a range of existing and


potential problem sets including operational efforts, institutional norms, educational


shortfalls, and process improvements.


Research Approach


This thesis posits that interagency effectiveness requires the increased


involvement of senior leadership, renewed professional development across executive


agencies, and a doctrinal adoption of a unity of effort framework for planning. Changes


will not occur without significant pushback from the large and bureaucratic institutions of


the United States executive branch. This is due to individual agency concerns over issues


like authority, and even more critically, competition for funding in the coming years of


necessary fiscal constraint. Consistent and involved leadership at the highest levels of the


Martin J. Gorman and Alexander Krongard, “A Goldwater-Nichols Act for the U.S.Govemment:
Institutionalizing the Interagency Process,” Joint Forces Quarterly, no. 39 (Autumn 2005): 57.


Andrea B. Baumann, “Silver Bullet or Time Suck? Revisiting the Role of Interagency
Coordination in Complex Operations.” Prism. No.3 (2012): 36.
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executive branch is required to institutionalize processes and act as the ultimate unifier in


demanding interagency effectiveness.


To conduct an examination of interagency operations, first a review of applicable


presidential directives and pertinent executive agency doctrine provides an understanding


of both historical precedent and current initiatives. Second, examining the strategic


imperatives of the DoD, who often take the lead in interagency planning and operational


efforts, provides an understanding of that institution’s initiatives to develop a lexicon,


doctrine, and common planning process to create a common baseline. Ultimately, the


DoD seeks to provide a universal framework of language, meaning, and ultimately


process application. The review of presidential directives and executive orders also


reveals shortcomings in the leadership structure at the national level in addressing the


interagency problem set.


Following this examination, the thesis reviews three different areas for specific


background and insight to support the initiatives called for to improve interagency


efforts. The first of these is the organization known as Joint Interagency Task Force


(JL’\TF)-South. Under the operational control of the U.S. Southern Command


(USSOUTHCOM), JIATF-South provides a blueprint to comprehensive interagency


structures and operations against standing problem sets that require combining resources,


capabilities, and authorities effectively over the long term. JIATF-South. organized to


combat the flow of illegal drugs from the Caribbean and South America, uses the


combined capability, capacity, and authority of the interagency to address a complex


problem that requires just such a mixture of interagency partners in order to be


successful.
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The second area of study centers on the creation of a recent ad hoc battlefield


organization, the Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs). PRTs grew out of a demand


signal created by the United States Central Command (USCENTCOM) to aid in


reconstruction and stabilization efforts in post-war Iraq and Afghanistan. The unique


capability and mission set required by USCENTCOM did not exist anywhere within the


DoD. The emerging requirements required an interagency solution that combined


expertise from departments such as Defense, State, Treasury, Justice, and Homeland


Defense. Examining the PRTs provides insight into the ad hoc nature of interagency units


deployed on short notice against an unanticipated problem.


The third area of study centers on the history, education, and development of an


interagency cadre of professionals who have education and experience beyond that


contained within the DoD. Initiatives begun in 2007 to create a framework for education


and experience, such as the National Security Professionals development program, sought


to build a cadre of experienced interagency personnel available for short-term crisis


response contingencies and to tackle long-standing, complex, interagency issues both


domestically and internationally. This thesis examines those current institutional


initiatives for training and education to provide recommendations that combine both


legislative imperatives and executive actions. Ultimately, leadership at the highest levels


of the executive are required to make such a cadre a reality.


Finally, the thesis reviews a recent initiative by the Joint Staff J-7 to develop


better planning tools for the interagency. Until 2013, no common framework existed to


walk personnel from different branches and agencies along a common path of


understanding and planning for interagency operations. Without the benefit of
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standardization, developed with input from the interagency, planners in the future could


find themselves repeating mistakes made in past operations, Such standardization gives


planners a tool for use from the very beginning of the process and baselines the lexicon.


This process leads representatives from different branches and agencies to solutions that


leverage the different capabilities and authorities by identifying those unique aspects of


their individual agencies.


This thesis investigates and studies documents, initiatives, and organizations that


differ in scope, nature, purpose, and serve different operational requirements as varied as


the interagency. Evaluating each one for lessons learned provides a greater understanding


of the interagency process as a whole from large to small scale, as well as from short to


long duration. Taken together, each not only provides specific and mutually supporting


insights into successful interagency efforts, but also that no central organization or person


within the executive branch is working to resolve and improve the larger process.


This thesis posits that a solution can come from the adoption of a three-pronged


approach. First, place responsibility for interagency coordination, professional


development, and operational execution with a senior executive agent. Second, require


that departments and agencies focus on career education for national security


professionals to educate and develop their personnel on the interagency, while


institutionalizing the ability to work in the interagency process. Third, the interagency


planning process must embrace bottom-up pLanning tools created by the DoD to provide


a common lexicon and planning process that will streamline complex problem solving.


Without these three initiatives, the interagency process will continue to suffer


from the same problems. Focusing on the interagency process during a time of increased
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fiscal scmtiny serves a greater goal. Interagency solutions fold together the strengths of


disparate executive agencies and create solutions in which the combined output is more


than the sum their individual contributions. Without doctrinal incorporation of planning


systems and a clear roadmap to train interagency planners and professionals, interagency


coordination and cooperation will continue to operate sub optimally.


Limitations of Research


This thesis draws upon singular case studies for lessons learned across the


spectrum of interagency planning in terms of scope and period. It examines interagency


planning and coordination, primarily from the perspective of the DoD, which possesses


the greatest capacity and capability in terms of personnel, logistics support, and organic


organizations that can be adapted during interagency operations. Organizations such as


JIATF-South and the PRT exist at the different levels and are designed to address very


specific problem sets, which may not be germane to every interagency need. Discussions


and sources are all at the UNCLASSIFIED level and combine official government


publications as well as peer-reviewed research periodicals and scholarly commentary.


Finally, recent initiatives undertaken by the Joint Staff 1-7 address the concems behind


planning and building successful interagency partnerships and agencies.
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CHAPTER 2


INTERAGENCY GUIDANCE, DOCTRINE, AND DEFINITIONS


Significant executive level emphasis and doctrinal imperatives on interagency


coordination began with the National Security Act of 1947, which reorganized the


military and intelligence communities in the aftermath of World War II. This structure


with attendant process and organizational changes was refined during the Cold War.


During that fifty-year conflict, efforts like the Marshall Plan to rebuild Europe and


combat engagement in Vietnam saw civilian and military branches work together with


varying levels of success. With the largest capacity and capability of any of the executive


branches, the DoD produced significant doctrine on the subject of interagency planning


and coordination, but solely from the military perspective. Over the past two decades,


specific presidential direction and Congressional initiatives sought to refine and resolve


interagency processes and requirements for post-Cold War challenges. These reactions


began to take place in light of significantly more complex overseas operations, such as


Somalia in 1993 - which involved 22 agencies and organizations across the U.S.


government.


In order to develop an understanding of the current state of interagency processes,


ffinctions, and solutions, the U.S. must undertake an examination of the existing doctrine


and processes of federal departments, such as the DoD. This provides the context behind


expectations of leadership at the highest levels of the executive branch of government.


Developing and utilizing a common lexicon aids in understanding the nuances of the


process and areas in which agencies often come into conflict. Finally, providing a
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baseline of terms and relational constructs permits subsequent consideration of lessons


learned from organizational and performance reviews.


Presidential Directives


Interagency efforts and coordination requirements came into sharp relief


following the end of the Cold War in 1991. Overseas engagements and commitments by


the military with U.S. civilian partners in places like Somalia, illustrated to national


leaders that interagency coordination needed significant improvement. President Bill


Clinton enacted Presidential Decision Directive-56 (PDD-56) recognizing that “military


and civilian agencies should operate in a synchronized manner through effective


interagency management and the use of special mechanisms to coordinate interagency


efforts.” However. PDD-56 specifically stated that, “Unless otherwise directed, this


PDD does not apply to domestic disaster relief.”2 President Clinton and his staff


recognized that the different departments and agencies of the executive branch needed a


formal directive as a forcing function to increase interagency effectiveness. Clinton was


the first president to identii’ and outline an initial process by which those organizations


should operate, although his determinations on the specific process excluded the domestic


operations for which the interagency response received critical evaluations in the


aftermath of hurricanes that struck the Gulf and East coasts in the following decade.


PDD-56 identified how complex operations involving a substantial number of


executive agencies are required to solve future problems. Achieving unity of effort, a key


term in the interagency lexicon, became the task of the National Security Council’s


‘Office of the White House, The Clinton Administration’s Policy on Managing Complex
Contingency Operations: Presidential Decision Directhe, (Washington, DC, 1997), 2.


2 Ibid., 2.
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(NSC) Deputies Committee, who created Executive Committees (ExCom) for specific


interagency concerns. These ExComs “bring together representatives of all agencies that


might participate in an operation, including those not noimally part of the NSC [National


Security Council] structure.”3 This effort assigns responsibility for specific tasks in the


interagency process, ensures coordination, and requires after action reviews to determine


lessons learned, but gives no overarching leadership or structure to the interagency


process beyond that of the Cabinet-level official assigned as the lead agency for any


given interagency working group.4 The fact that there is no leadership structure above the


cabinet level became an issue that continues to hinder interagency cooperation.


Leadership by a committee of equals is naturally prone to bureaucratic infighting over


agendas and ffinding and only involves the President when the interagency process fails.


Superseding PDD-56, National Security Presidential Directive-44 NSPD-44),


signed by President George Bush in December 2005, refined the implementation


processes of interagency coordination with the stated purpose of “improved coordination,


planning, and implementation for reconstruction and stabilization assistance for foreign


states and regions at risk.”5 Critically, NSPD-44 gave the DoS the lead with other


executive agencies acting in support, and charged the Secretary of State (SecState) with


twelve specific tasks to build interagency support. These tasks include options for an


integrated response, coordination of inter and intra governmental efforts, development of


civilian response force, and the identification and resolution of interagency issues


Ibid., 4.


Ibid., 3.


U.S. National Security Presidential Directive/NSPDA4, (Washington D.C., The White House, 7
December 2005), www.fas.org/irp!offdocs/nspd/nspd-44-html (accessed 12 December 2013): 2.
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requiring resolution via NSC.6 President Bush’s follow up attempt to further codify


interagency interaction marked the initial identification of lead person and organization to


take charge of the interagency process at a senior strategic level beyond that of the


operational or tactical.


PDD-56 and its successor NSPD-44 provided strategic policy guidance to


executive branch agencies for the interagency coordination process. However, placing the


SecState in charge only made that position a “first among equals” with the other Cabinet


leaders. In addition, the support staff identified had neither the personnel nor the funding


to exercise its responsibilities of education coordination. To operate in a large


bureaucracy, the exercise of senior singular leadership must exist above a given body or


organization, to create an effective mechanism with which decisions can be made


effectively and force cooperation if necessary.


Key Terms


An evaluation of the interagency process, applicable case studies, and planning


tools requires an understanding of several key terms and concepts taken from the DoD


lexicon. Joint Publication 3-OS, Interorganizational Coordination During Joint


Operations, provides guidance for DoD interactions with other interorganizational


stalceholders when conducting military operations. JP 3-08 describes those stakeholders,


some of whom exist outside government structure as:


Inclusive of the Armed Forces of the United States; United States
Government (USG) departments and agencies; state, territorial, local, and
tribal government agencies; foreign military forces and government
agencies, intergovernmental organizations (IGOs), nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs), and entities of the private sector”7


Ibid., 3-4.


U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, Interorganizational Coordination During Joint Operations, Joint
Publication 3-08 (Washington DC: Joint Chiefs of Staff, June 242011): 1-1.
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The document also describes the interagency as “limited to the interaction


between USG departments and agencies.”8 Furthermore, the DoD views interagency


coordination as that which “occurs between elements of the DOD and engaged USG


agencies for purpose of achieving an objective. Interagency coordination forges the vital


link between the U.S. military and the other instruments of national power.”9


The term interagency, as defined by JP 3-08 is “of or pertaining to the United


States Government agencies and departments, including the Department of Defense.”°


Interagency refers then to all of the departments and subordinate agencies of the


executive branch. Interagency operations and interactions do not include organizations or


institutions not run or controlled by the American government, such as Non


Governmental Organizations (NGOs) and private sector entities. While they may operate


in the same area or tackle the same problems, they are not part of the interagency process


and not directly addressed by its processes. The DoD does recognize the need to


coordinate when possible with other engaged USG stakeholders to accomplish common


goals through the interagency process.


Given those definitions of the inleragency and intergovernmental stakeholders,


several key terms provide the DoD’s perspective on the purpose of interagency


interactions. The first of these is “unified action”. In the executive summary of the DoD’s


reference publication, JP 1, Doctrine for the Armed Forces ofthe United States unified


action is described as that which:


8lbid., I-I.


Ibid., 1-2.
° Ibid., 1-2.
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synchronizes, coordinates, andlor integrates joint, single-Service, and
multinational operations with the operations of other USG departments
and agencies, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), intergovernmental
organizations (IGOs) (e.g., the United Nations), and the private sector to
achieve unity of effort.”


Next, JP I defines unity of effort as “Coordination and cooperation toward


common objectives, even if the participants are not necessarily part of the same command


or organization, which is the product of successfiul unified action.”12 Thus, unified action


and unified effort act as the DoD’s guiding measures of success, and play a large role in


defining measures of effectiveness for the output of an interagency operation. The key to


unified action comes through synchronization and integration across every aspect of the


organization from mission, tasking, and eventually execution. For the actions of any


interagency group or unit to generate a successful outcome, unified action must occur at


every’ level. This unity of action produces unity of effort. When evaluating any


interagency organization in terms of output and productivity, unity of effort and unity of


action must be achieved and work seamlessly in the area of operations.


The purpose of interorganizational coordination as described by JP 3-08, is to


facilitate a unity of effort, achieve common objectives, and provide for a common


understanding)3 Taken together these tenets are the foundational objectives intrinsic to


the development of any successful interagency endeavor. The DoD identifies this fact as


critical and stipulates that facilitating the unity of effort directly aids in the “translation of


national strategic objectives into unified action.”1 Action officers and staff members


“U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, Doctrine for the Armed Forces of the United States. Joint Publication
I (Washington DC: Joint Chiefs of Staff, March 252013): xiii.


12 Ibid., GL-13.
‘ Ibid., ix.


Ibid., I—I.
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should view unified action as the ultimate output of any successful interagency group or


unit conducting or facilitating large or small-scale interagency operations. Growing this


understanding becomes a key factor in developing and training the National Security


Professional.


Challenges to Effective Interagency Endeavors


Any time different communities, cultures, and hierarchies come together, friction,


confusion and ineffectiveness are certain to occur. Consequently, development and


construction of effective interagency organizations needs to account for those differences


and work to alleviate roadblocks to success. iF 3-08 addresses this fact with the


acknowledgement that “Problems arise when each USG agency interprets NSC and HSC


[Homeland Security Council] policy guidelines differently, sets different priorities for


execution, and does not act in concert.”15


To counter this problem, JP 3-08 outlines several objectives and guidelines. First,


ensure a meaningful dialog occurs at national levels, which results in acceptable courses


of action. Second, recognition by all invoived that modem operations in today’s world


are complex and interconnected, Third, that the interagency process ensures every


stakeholder works with a common understanding of every facet of the problem set.


Finally, the recognition by every member of the interagency group or task force that the


“commander is ultimately accountable for the assigned mission.”16 ft is important to note,


that JP 3-08 does not provide a planning process for meeting those objectives and goals,


Ibid., 1-4.
6 U.s. Joint Chiefs of Staff, Interorganizational Coordination During Joint Operations, Joint


Publication 3-08 (Washington DC: Joint Chiefs of Staff, June 24, 2011): 1-5.
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nor does it identi& the fact that the interagency process does not always have the military


equivalent of a commander.


Recent DoD Initiatives


Public statements and recent doctrinal emphasis demonstrate the value the DoD


places on interagency cooperation. Direction from the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of


Staff (CJCS) seeks to ensure that the Combatant Commands work with interagency


partners in designing theater campaign plans, as doing so improves coordination for later


implementation. Specifically during the planning process, the CJCS states that military


planners must “interact with non-DoD agencies and organizations to ensure mutual


understanding of the capabilities, limitations, and consequences of military and


nonmilitary actions.”17 To coordinate planning at the national and strategic level, the


Combatant Commands work through a joint Office of the Secretan’ of Defense


(OSD)/Joint Staff program known as Promote Cooperation (PC))8 This program


provides military planners with the means to engage directly with applicable departments


and agencies so that strategic and operational interagency planning does not occur in a


DoD vacuum and includes agencies of the executive branch.’9


In August 2013, the Joint Staff J-7 developed and published the Unity ofEffort


Framework Solution Guide as an aid to military and civilian planners in developing and


focusing on interagency solutions when presented with complex problems. Designed to


be scalable, the framework seeks to enhance “collaborative planning across interagency


“U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, Theater Campaign Planning Policies and Procedures, CJCSM
3130.01 (Washington DC: Joint Chiefs of Staff, August 31,2012): A-14.


IS Ibid., A-15.
9 Ibid.


17







organizations and mission partners for any given mission set.”2° Collaborating with the


SOUTHCOM. Northern Command (USNORTHCOM), DHS, Department of Justice


(DOJ), DoS, and the National Guard Bureau (NOB), the JS J-7 designed a planning aid


and logical construct to standardize terms and build a common lexicon. This tool


provides a user-constructed template that builds common understanding and ultimately


improves unity of effort. The framework provides a standardized process, which


personnel from different organizations can use to understand departmental and agency


equities during planning. By doing so, unity of effort can be more rapidly achieved to


solve the given complex problem set, while also recognizing specific agency


requirements and ultimately develop unity of action.


Among the executive branch’s departments and agencies, the DoD has placed an


enormous effort towards understanding and working with members of the interagency.


Presidential decisions and executive orders have sought to clarify and direct


organizations involved in interagency plans and operations to work together. Specific to


the DoD, a lexicon involving objectives like unity of effort seeks to set goals for the


desired output of interagency organizations.


Designed to combine unique capabilities, capacities, and authorities into a single


entity, successffil interagency organizations are built into structures that provide unity of


action and unity of effort. When looking at successifil examples of those groups,


particular attention to how they grow cooperation and ensure unity of effort is a key


indicator of success. Finally, recognizing that a planning shortfall existed when initially


20 U.s Joint Chiefs of Staff. Unity ofEffort Framework Solution Guide. (Washington, DC: Joint
Chiefs of Staff, August31 2013): 1.
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bringing teams together, the Joint Chiefs have created a tool for planning that builds


coordination from inception, helping to ensure unity of effort rapidly becomes a reality.


This tool, although only in existence since the fall of 2013, provides an


outstanding attempt by the DoD to provide common structures for interagency planning.


Overall, the framework walks interagency planners through a process to identi’ relevant


guidance, key stakeholders, desired outcomes, and common focus areas incorporating the


needs of each individual agency. Effectively used during interagency events, the guide


seeks to speed up the interagency reaction and solution to a given complex problem.
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CHAPTER 3


JOINT INTERAGENCY TASK FORCE - SOUTH


Background


Joint Interagency Task Force South (JIATF-South) is a USSOUTHCOM


interagency effort to bring military and federal agencies together to combat the flow of


illicit drugs from South America and the Caribbean into the US, via the southern


approaches and borders of its territory.’ Formed in 1999 and located in Key West Florida,


JIATF-South consolidated several individual counter-narcotics task forces from federal


and state institutions like the Drug Enforcement Agency, U.S. Customs and Border


patrol, and Florida Marine Patrol into an interagency organization with a dedicated


mission and purpose.


JIATF-South. operating as a subordinate unit of USSOUTHCOM, “conducts


interagency and international detection and monitoring (D&M) operations, and facilitates


the interdiction of illicit trafficking and other narcoterrorist threats in support of


national.. .security.”2 Creation of JIATF-South leveraged DoD assets in the war on drugs


to support law enforcement operations using those agencies’ unique authorities.


Components of JIATF-S are limited by the Posse Comitatus Act, which prevents DoD


from using law enforcement authorities such as search, seizure, and arrest as tools in


stopping the illegal flow of drugs. The result is an organization that supports law


‘John T. Fishel, “The Interasency Arena at the Operational Level: The Cases Known as Stability
Operations,” Affairs ofState: The Interagency and National Security (Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies
Institute, Dec 2008): 428.


2 U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, Counter Drug Operations, Joint Publication 3-07.4 (Washington DC:
Joint Chiefs of Staff, August 142013): 1-2.
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enforcement with military capability and capacity, stressing unity of effort and achieving


unity of action on a daily basis. U.S. military personnel combine the DoD’s enhanced


capabilities and increased capacities with the authorities of law enforcement agencies to


facilitate D&M of narcotrafficking operations. In turn, law enforcement, remains in


charge of all operations involving the actual seizure of illegal drugs.3


Interagency Organization


JIATF-South integrates a significant number of U.S. agencies, as well as


international partners, to fulfill its mission. It has representatives from all the armed


forces, the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Customs and Border Patrol, the United States


Coast Guard (USCG). Central Intelligence Agency, National Security Agency, National


Geospatial Agency, and Drug Enforcement Agency among others.4 Each of these


agencies provides representatives, capabilities, and authorities to the mission with


integration occurring at every level, focused on task and mission ownership at the lowest


levels.5


Interagency integration occurs across the entire command and control structure


with several key leadership billets assigned to specific organizations. For example. a


USCG admiral, whose deputy comes from the U.S. Navy, directs the overall effort. Key


leadership positions at lower levels intertwine armed forces members of the DoD with


those from the Drug Enforcement Agency (intelligence) and Customs and Border Patrol


(operations).6 To more fully judge and integrate performance across the different


Robert S. Pope, “Interagency Task Forces: The Right Tools for the Job,” Strategic Studies
Quarrerlj’, Summer20l 1: 118-119.


Ibid., 120.


5lbid., 119.
6 Ibid.
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positions, personnel assigned or attached to task force have their performance evaluations


signed by their direct JIATF-South superior, as opposed to a senior person from their


parent organization. This arrangement rewards those who work directly in support of the


task force’s mission, rather than for goals or performance benchmarks of their particular


agency.7 Effectively, JIATF-South as a whole operates at a high level as the focus on


mission ownership extends to individual evaluations against that specific criterion.


In addition to including members of the U.S. interagency, JIATF-South also


contains representatives of other countries, including Argentina. Brazil, Colombia,


Ecuador, El Salvador, France, Mexico, Netherlands, Peru and the United Kingdom.


Coordination with those countries for D&M activities and seizures occurs via liaison cells


that operate out of the JIATF-South operations center located in Key West, Florida. At


the operational level, the center also provides an example of interagency coordination and


division of labor that might include a “Customs and Border Patrol (CBP) officer as the


command duty officer, an Air Force captain as the intelligence watch officer... and a


Navy lieutenant as the tactical action officer.”8 Pathways and partnerships become more


natural when institutions support such full integration by operational and structural


design. Furthermore. JLkTF-South over time has created an institutionalized interagency


structure, which facilitates a more rapid integration of new personnel and quickly makes


them an effective member of the team contributing to the interagency mission.


Closer examination of the JIATF-South construct also reveals another data point


critical to its success: an appreciation for different measures of effectiveness across


7lbid. 119.


Richard M. Yeatman, “JIATF-South: Blueprint for Success,” Joint Forces Quarterly no. 42 (3
Qtr. 2006): 26.
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various institutions. In the case of JIATF-South, the DoD measures success in terms of


the volume of drugs seized, while those in law enforcement view greater impacts derived


from the number of personnel arrested and prosecuted.9 These differing metrics could


result in friction between the different agencies. However, having recognized the


disparity, the task force measures overall success against each individual agency’s goals.


By measuring success as an organization as an extension of individual agencies, JIATF


South avoids parochialism.


Another distinct factor found in the JIATF-South model comes from the


complementary, but distinct, assets of each interagency partner. Each executive agency


provides different capability sets in terms of equipment and function. Intelligence assets


developed and maintained by members of the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) and


DEA cue aircraft provided by the CBP who localize and track airborne, surface, and


semi-submersible targets. Ships from the U.S. Navy and cutters from the USCG, in turn,


prosecute these targets with embarked law enforcement personnel for search and seizure


of illegal narcotics)0 Command and control is designed to create seamless handovers and


transitions to utilize the different capabilities and authorities needed for a successfiil


prosecution.


Lessons Learned


Deriving lessons learned from the institutional makeup and construct of JIATF


South provide insights into how a long-standing interagency task force develops into a


powerthl and thIly integrated force. The vested interests of the agencies involved in


Ibid., 26.
‘° Richard M. Yeatman. “JIATF-South: Blueprint for Success,” Joint Forces Quarterly no.42 (3


Qtr. 2006): 26-27.
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JIATF-South have developed memorandums of agreement and worked out tactical


partnerships focused on a narrow mission. Outside observers and those who have


examined the daily operations and success of JIATF-South, point to several critical areas


in the success of an interagency organization over the long term.


First, J[ATF-South develops and measures metrics that each supporting agency


uses to identify success. In doing so, no single agency’s contribution overrides another in


terms of success. Although the USCG may provide the end-use capability or asset for the


eventual arrest or seizure, shared credit with the DEA or FBI asset that provided the


intelligence initiating the D&M trail ensures a common focus on unity of effort. Sharing


credit for each seizure across the full spectrum of the interagency, while identifying the


specific contributions of each member, also recognizes the unified action gained through


the cooperative and unified efforts of individual agencies. For any interagency structure,


sharing success motivates individuals with an intrinsic loyalty toward the interagency


group as a whole, and not the parent institution or organization.


Second, complete personnel integration across every aspect of the task force, to


include leadership positions, breaks down cultural and institutional barriers that might


otherwise foster misunderstanding and eventually a lack of cooperation. By load sharing


and empowering personnel according to personal initiative and qualification as a member


of the task force, the entire effort benefits. In addition, requiring their immediate superior


on the task force, regardless of agency affiliation, complete their evaluation reports


measures the individual’s contribution to JIATF-South success and not the parent


organization.
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Third, shared utilization of assets and capabilities reinforces the need for


interagency cooperation. Law enforcement entities that conduct the arrest and seizure are


almost completely dependent on members of the DoD and USCG for transport and


interdiction assets. If the intelligence provided by agencies like the FBI and DEA is not


timely. assets will waste time and money conducting meaningless prosecutions.” For the


system to work, each agency must appreciate and facilitate the work of others to realize


JIATF-South’s success. JIATF-South provides the best example of leveraging capacity


and capability with authority to accomplish assigned tasking. The small number of


personnel who are able to conduct criminal arrests and seize illegal narcotics becomes


irrelevant given the greater capacity of other agencies that enable them to do their job.


Finally, the strategic implications of the unity of effort created by JIATF-South


needs to be considered. There is no interagency model at the higher levels of the U.S.


government that replicates the effectiveness of JIATF-South. Unified action more easily


produces unity of effort when individuals are evaluated according to their contribution to


the overall mission. PDD-56 and NSPD-44 provided the intent for strategic interagency


cooperation, but failed to provide a functioning structure that enables efficient and


effective interaction. When considered in this larger context, the need for such a


structure, focused on the counter-drug mission, becomes evident. Such a focus makes


JIATF-South successful and a case study for designing an interagency organization


around a unifying goal and common mission set. As such, the organization can be viewed


as a standard for interagency organization at the national level.


‘‘Ibid., 27.
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CHAPTER 4


PROVENCIAL RECONSTRUCTION TEAMS


Background


Planning and execution of the war plans surrounding Operations ENDURING


FREEDOM and IRAQI FREEDOM brought rapid culmination to battlefield military


challenges presented to U.S. military forces by the Taliban and Iraqi forces. In


Afghanistan, a combination of Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and U.S. Special


Operations forces paved the way for a minimal commitment of troops to displace the


Taliban. In Iraq, the demonstrations of air power’s shock and awe operations aided


commanders on the ground in quickly removing Saddam Hussein from power. However,


combat forces soon found themselves enmeshed in requirements for nation building that


required skill sets they did not possess and an insurgency that drew attention away from


infrastructure and good-governance development. Efforts of different executive agencies


in Iraq and Afghanistan were not synchronized and the DoD looked to its recent past for a


solution.


In Vietnam, various agencies encountered many of the same problems faced in


Afghanistan and Iraq while pursuing separate, but often intertwined, agendas in the


country. By 1967, the Office of Civil Operations and Revolutionary Development


Support (CORDS) existed to integrate civilian and military response efforts across the


country.’ Government civilians and military personnel worked together, with uniformed


personnel on the battlefield, under the direct control of civilian leadership within the


Robert S. Pope, “Interagency Task Forces: The Right Tools for the Job,” Strategic Studies
Quarterly, Summer 2011: 115.
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larger command structure that actually fell under the Ambassador to South Vietnam. This


relationship demonstrated that such a command and control organization could be


effective in combat. Nearly 40 years later, that type of structure solved much the same


problem in Iraq and Afghanistan.


The PRT and Interagency Coordination


Leadership of the PRTs began in Afghanistan with a diverse mixture of U.S.


military personnel who possessed only the minimum skill sets required. However, with


their introduction into Iraq in 2005, DoS members provided leadership of the Iraqi PRT


units.2 PRTs in Afghanistan were primarily military with individuals drawn from each of


the services who reported to a military commander for direction. In Iraq, leadership came


from a DoS representative and the team contained a majority of civilian members with


the attached military personnel providing security. Members of a PRT typically included


personnel from the State Department, the United States Agency for International


Development (USAID), and the Department of Agriculture.3 Specific composition and


number of personnel in a particular PRT varied, as did their direct superior in terms of


chain of command, but the purpose remained the same: enabling reconstruction and


stabilization efforts beyond the normal capability of the military.


Military members collected and utilized intelligence to support the PRT’s


mission, provided security to conduct rebuilding operations, and transported civilian team


members in and around the operational area. This allowed civilian PRT members to use


their expertise on projects that which military’ units did not organically possess such as


Robert S. Ooi, “The Promise of PRTs” (masters thesis, Georgetown University, 2010): 3.


Ian S. Livingston, Heather L. Messera, and Michael O’Hanlon, Afghanistan Index: Tracking
Variables ofReconstruction & Securifl’ in Post 9/Il Afghanistan, Brookings Institute, (April 8,2010): 10
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rebuilding power and water infrastructure projects.4 Over time, the PRTs gained


prominence as security increased. Eventually, the PRT developed into a cohesive “mix of


civilian and military expertise and the resources”5 to accomplish nation-building tasks


effectively.


The civilian members were the subject matter experts in a myriad of traditionally


civilian fields such as agriculture, livestock production, good governance, and conflict


resolution practices. Military personnel for these ad hoc units were broken out of existing


units to fill security and administrative structures — essentially a supporting role. On the


civilian side, many of the critical jobs were also composed of members with a particular


skill set, but who had never trained or expected to deploy. By 2005, the Office of the


Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS) developed under the direction


and control of the DoS and fell under the charter of NSPD-44. Continuing to evolve,


SICRS was absorbed by the Bureau of Conflict and Stabilization Operations, which now


fills civilian positions using the Civilian Response Corps.6 The S/CRS mission under the


auspices of NSPD-447 is to aid in “conflict and crisis-response efforts through locally


grounded analysis, strategic planning, and operational support for local partners.”8


Members of the CRS understand that their skill sets may be needed forward and they are


trained to that mission set.


“Andrea B. Baumann, “Silver Bullet or Time Suck? Revisiting the Role of Interagency
Coordination in Complex Operations.” Prism. No.3 (2012): 37.


Ibid., 37.
6 Nina Serafino, Peacekeeping/Stabilization and Conflict Transitions: Background and


Congressional A ct/on on the Civilian Response Corps and other Civilian Stablization and Reconstruction
Capabilities (Washington DC: Congressional Research Service, 16 June 2009), I.


U.S. National Security Presidential Directive/NSPD44, (Washington D.C., The White House, 7
December 2005), www.fas.ore/irploffdocsinspWnspd-44-html (accessed 12 December 2013): 3-4.


Bureau of Conflict of Conflict and Stablization fact sheet. Accessed at
http://www.state.gov/j/cso/what/ on December 10, 2013.


28







By 2005, PRTs formed, trained, deployed, and returned together malcing them


significantly more effective. This can be attributed to the time they spent together before


deployment.9 In her evaluation of the training, Andrea Baumann noted that training


together “create[d] a sense of commonality that bridged culture gaps between civilian and


military professionals.”° This common attribute, shared by the members of JIATF


South, becomes a highly desirable factor in creating interagency success.


Lessons Learned


The recent PRT experience in interagency cooperation and coordination for a


problem on the battlefield expanded and refined work done decades earlier in Vietnam


under the auspices of CORDS. Civilians provided military leaders with nation building


expertise that most uniformed members simply do not possess. One of the most powerful


aspects of the PRT is the ability of the individual member of the unit to contact their


parent organization to seek additional resources or assistance while forward deployed.’


This one particular advantage provided the entire PRT with access to skills and


capabilities that otherwise would never have been available without the interagency


structure. These skill sets were aided significantly by greater access to resources and


ifinding possessed by DoD. Uniformed military members could facilitate safe travel,


logistical support, and housing, which enabled the civilian partners to utilize their unique


Russel Honore and David Boslego, “Forging Provincial Reconstruction Teams.” Joint Forces
Quanerly No.44 (2007): 84-86.


‘° Andrea B. Baumann, “Silver Bullet or Time Suck? Revisiting the Role of Interagency
Coordination in Complex Operations” Prism. No.3 (2012): 37.


Sharon Morris, et al, Provincial Reconstruction Teams in Afghanistn: An Interagency
Assessment. Washington, DC: USAID, 2006): 7-9.
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skills to help the local populace and government rebuild infrastructure and economic


viability. 12


The overt and significant military umbrella under which the PRTs operated did


create problems for civilian personnel and their individual agency agendas. First,


civilians often reported that leadership and best practices widely varied across the


enterprise. Some military personnel saw their service with the PRT as a necessary box to


cheek and “personalities were widely perceived to determine the quality of interagency


relationships within the PRTs irrespective of formal hierarchies or structures.”13 Finally,


non-military PRT personnel often found themselves at the mercy of the security


reslñctions, due to the sheer size and span of control exercised by the military personnel


responsible for that particular function.


Combatting such shortcomings would benefit from a standardized methodology


aimed at examining the different requirements, capabilities, authorities, and most


importantly desired outcomes of the interagency unit prior to confronting the problem in


a tactical or first-hand situation. JIATF-South, which integrates members of different


agencies into its organization by authority and capability, found success over several


decades developing of an integrated institution that uses cooperative planning and


operational structures to achieve success. Interagency units like the PRY must depend on


a standardized planning model to help accelerate that process. In addition, having ready


access to a group of personnel (like the CRS) with a built-in education and understanding


of the interagency environment would further enable success in such situations. Such a


12 Andrea B. Baumann, “Silver Bullet or Time Suck? Revisiting the Role of Interagency
Coordination in Complex Operations.” Prism. No.3 (2012): 37.


Ibid, 37.
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readily available group of subject mailer experts with additional interagency education


and potentially previous operational experience becomes even more effective when


coupled with a common plamilng tool to more rapid solutions.
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CHAPTERS


DEVELOPMENT OF THE NATIONAL SECURITY PROFESSIONAL


Background


An educational system designed for militan’ members of the executive branch


began not long after the U.S. military came into existence, in the form of service


academies such as XVest Point and the Naval War College. In the aftermath of World War


II, the military saw a need for a formal advanced education system to expand their leaders


understanding beyond their own particular organization. In January 1946, the War


Department commissioned Lieutenant General Leonard Geror (who was serving as the


Commandant of the Army’s Command and General Staff School) to convene a board


which would study joint training and make recommendations for improvements.’ The


board looked at education in the military and ultimately recommended the creation of


“five joint colleges that would collectively form a National Security University.”2


Beyond those with obvious military application, several of the five focused on joint


intelligence and a so-called “Department of State College”3 to examine every aspect of


national security issues.


Forty years rater, the 1986 Goldwater-Nichols Act completely overhauled


organizational, training, and promotion mechanisms across the DoD. Using those


educational institutions as a baseline, military instructors point to the joint educational


John Yaeger, “Developina National Security Professionals” Joint Forces Quarterly. No.49,
Second Quarter (2008): 115.


2[bid., 115.


3lbid., 115.
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and experience requirements of military members as necessary to enhance interagency


effectiveness more holistically. The DoD model sets an educational and joint experience


requirement that, due to Goldwater-Nichols, is mandatory for promotion to flag rank.4


Intended to increase knowledge and experience in the military joint force, the reforms


outlined in the Goldwater-Nichols Act provided value in the military by creating a more


diverse understanding of interagency capabilities, capacities, and authorities.


There is also recognition of the need to foster improvement in the professional


educational systems of federal agencies beyond the DoD. For example, the National


Defense Panel, created in 1987 to evaluate the DoD’s execution of the Quadrennial


Defense Review, stated that “A certain number of ‘interagency’ slots should be identified


within the national security community, including domestic agencies.. .and staffed by the


interagency cadre.”5 In addition, the Han-Rudmann Commission and organizations like


the Center for Strategic and International Studies with their “Beyond Goldwater Nichols


Project” came to the same conclusions about educating a cadre of personnel about


interagency national security affairs.6 Key to all three of these bodies is the assertion that


interagency effectiveness depends on developing education and instruction, coupled with


hands-on experience, over time. By doing so, a knowledgeable cadre of personnel exists


in reserve to be drawn upon when interagency organizations or tasks become necessary.


The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, along with domestic natural disasters such as


Hurricane Katrina. also raised public awareness about interagency failures. The American


3Golthvater-Nichols Department ofDefense Reorganization Act of 1986. October 1, 1986. Public
Law 99433.


National Defense Panel. Transforming Defense: National Security It? the 21” Century. U.S.
Department of Defense, December (1997): 6.


6 Cahtherine Dale. National Security Pressionals and Interagency Reform: Proposals, Recent
&iperience, and Issues for Congres. Congressional Research Service. September (2011): 3.
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public and press viewed the widespread lapses in preparation, delivery of relief supplies,


and coordination of recovery efforts as another example of ineffective federal response.


This created significant public pressure and eventually federal interest in improving


interagency cooperation. A bi-partisan committee, begun in the wake of Katrina,


investigated the reasons behind the lack of a coordinated and effective federal response.


The committee’s report found that a lack of understanding regarding the roles and


authorities of different agencies compounded problems and complicated efforts to deliver


effective relief to the thousands of people affected.7 Other reports, such as The Federal


Response to Hurricane Katrina: Lessons Learned, enumerated over 100 needed changes


across the interagency including the creation of an education system that would help


increase teamwork among government agencies at local, stale, and federal levels.


The studies and initiatives discussed above led to Executive Order 13434, signed


by President Bush in May of 2007.8 This Executive Order put the initial focus on the


military, State Department, and intelligence communities in terms of considering and


emphasizing interagency cooperation and created the National Security Professional


Development (NSPD) Integration Office, to provide oversight for this initiative. The


NSPD Integration office found itself understaffed and suffering from budget shortfalls.


With these two problems, it could not enforce President Bush’s mandates regarding


participation in interagency education across the interagency community.9


House Select Bipartisan Committee to Investigate the Preparation for and Response to Hurricane
Katrina, A Failure ofInitiative, 109th Cong., 2 sess., 2006, H. Rep. 000-000, 1-140.


Executive Order no. 13434, “National Security Professional Development”, Federal Register 72,
no. 98 (May 22, 2007): 28583


9DaIe, 11.
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Taking its direction from Executive Order 13434, the National Defense


University (NDU) initiated a pilot program (titled the National Security Professional


Program) in 2008. This initial class of 38 personnel, graduated as National Security


Professionals. Members of the military and Congress closely monitored this effort. In


particular, the largest supporter ofjoint military education, Congressman Ike Skelton,


sought to ensure that the NDU program remained focused in the realm ofjoint education.


As the pilot program came to a close, criticism of the curriculum came from both


graduates and observers who found that it lacked a course of study with “objectives


differ[ent] from those of normal NDU programs”° and thus made it indistinguishable


from the military themed sister courses. Since the pilot class, NDU expanded the student


body to include members from the intelligence and Foreign Service community, but did


not create a distinct curriculum meeting the NSPD initiatives outlined in EO 13434 and


instead offered smaller classes until April of 2014.


Further refinement to the NSPD program came under the administration of


President Obama, when individual agencies created educational opportunities for their


personnel to be designated national security professionals. The Department of State’s


National Security Executive Leadership Seminar NSELS) brings together interagency


participants to learn about the capabilities of other agencies with focused seminars.


Under President Obama, the leadership of the NSPD program fell to the National


Security Staff, which created an Interagency Policy Committee (IPC).’1 The IPC


promulgated “Shared Capabilities”, which identified eight key qualities for interagency


education. Three of the most applicable to interagency operation focused on: leading


‘°lbid., 14.


‘‘Ibid., 18.
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interagency teams, planning and managing interagency operations, as well as mediating


and negotiating)2 Despite the presidential directive, there is no existing effort to include


those capabilities into existing joint or education and training programs. Unfortunately,


NDU cancelled both the Homeland Security Planners Course and the Joint, Interagency,


and Multinational Planners course in April 2014, despite Combatant Command support to


keep them.’3


Interagency Lessons Learned


Strategic documents, such as the DoD’s 2014 Quadrennial Defense Review, the


National Security Strategy of 2010, and the 2010 DoS Quadrennial Diplomacy and


Development Review emphasize the increasing need for interagency cooperation and


identify’s education as a key component in that effort. Previous leadership of the DoD and


DoS, Secretan’ of Defense Robert Gates and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton both


publicly called for better fhnding and cooperation between federal agencies. Presidents


Bush and Obama issued and supported executive orders, sponsored the creation of


administrative bodies and councils, and empowered groups to support interagency


educational efforts. In a 2010 report, the U.S. Government Accountability Office, found


that:


According to agency officials who develop and oversee these professional
development activities, interagency participation can be key to the
activities success, enhancing the knowledge and skills participants acquire
and the professional networks they establish.”4


I! Ibid., 18.


Glenn Jones, email message to author, May 2,2014.


Government Accountability Office. National Securifl’: An Overview ofProfessional
Development Activities Intended to Improve Thteragecny Collaboration. November (20 JO): 29.
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If this is the case, then the executive branch agencies must make a concerted effort to


send personnel to those courses on a consistent basis, despite the staffing challenges that


such participation creates.


The core competcncies of executive agencies engaged in interagency activities


need to be blended into a system providing a “foundation for an educational program”5


that attracts personnel from across the spectrum of leadership and management positions.


John Yaeger accurately asserts that: “competencies demanded of an admiral are similar to


those required of an Ambassador.”16


Following joint training and education, graduates of National Security’


Professional courses should expect their respective departments or agencies to assign


them to positions that apply their interagency skill set upon graduation. Those billets


could be either within their own organization, or ideally as members of an existing


interagency organization to more frilly grow and cement their understanding through


actual experience. Without this course of action, agencies will fail to realize the ultimate


benefit of their efforts.


15 John Yaeger, “Developing National Security Professionals.” Joint Forces Quarterly. No.49.
Second Quarter (2008): 117.


‘ Ibid., 117.
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CHAPTER 6


LESSONS LEARNED AND RECOMMENDATIONS


Summary of Lessons Learned


An understanding of the presidential directives, DoD interagency lexicon,


successifil examples from organizations like JIATF-South, shortfalls found during the


creation of PRTs, and the lack of a cohesive education system for the National Security


Professional provides several areas for improvement in the interagency enterprise. The


two case studies examined DoD organizations and structures at the operational and


tactical level that provide several best practices for use in the ifiture. JIATF-South


conducts operations under the command and control of USSOUTHCOM as a permanent


subset of the larger command structure. PRTs came into existence as an interagency


organization generated for a specific and unique purpose for USCENTCOM operations in


Iraq and Afghanistan. Examining the history of creating and developing National


Security Professionals revealed several areas of concern that require intervention and


correction to make the educational and employment process more successful. Comparing


lessons learned from each case study, against the larger background of the interagency,


identifies specific recommendations for organizational structure, education across the


executive agencies, and interagency process developments.


Integrated Command Structure and Unity of Effort


JIATF-South provides an outstanding example of a unified interagency command


structure. In existence since 1999, the organization’s placement of individuals into its


hierarchical structure ensures that service or agency specific goals and agendas are placed
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in the forefront. Interagency tactical organizations like the PRT, with leadership by either


the DoD or DoS (dependent on location), realized success once on the ground. However,


the units cited a need for a better planning process to capture the requirements and goals


of individual department and agency participants prior to arrival on the ground. This


made the recognition of potentially different objectives difficult until deployed.


Exacerbating the problem in some units, were particular personalities who influenced or


controlled operations according to individual organizational initiatives once deployed.


Task and Mission Ownership


In each case study, the importance of task and mission ownership continued to


rise as one of critical importance. If the members of an interagency effort owned the


mission, they would see value in leveraging their specific agency’s strengths in terms of


support or capability. If an interagency effort is to be successifil, such mission ownership


needs to become a critical need for every participant beginning with initial meetings.


Prior to developing task and mission ownership, the team must be cognizant of the


values, strengths, and weaknesses of other agencies. A lack ofjoint and interagency


education by the team members during the planning phase causes delays in the rapid


success of mission execution once deployed.


National Security Professional Development


Determining there was a need to improve interagency education to better foster


coordination during crises spurred initiatives like the executive orders issued by


Presidents Clinton and Bush. Although a strategic pause occurred during the early years


of President Obama’s first term, he too realized that education needs to be a significant
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part of the larger interagency puzzle. However, despite these initiatives, there remains


quite a bit of institutiona’ work to make that a reahty.


Ovcrview of Rccommendations


Interagency structures and processes ultimately are comprised of and executed by


individuals. Successffil interagency structures, such as that of MATE-South leverage the


respective capacity, capability, and authority resident in individual executive agencies


against a complex problem. JIATF-South emphasizes a clear and shared mission


accomplished through share authority, pooled capability, and redundant capacity.


Recommendations for interagency improvement include providing individuals and


organizations the right tools and composition to accomplish missions more effectively.


Existing Presidential Directives, Executive Orders, and case studies provide an


understanding of the current structure as well as areas for specific improvement from the


top down in terms of structure and at the margins in terms of process.


First, there is no specific individual within the executive branch tasked with


overseeing interagency education, training, and structure. With the exception of the DoD,


Cabinet Secretaries manage and direct the careers of their personnel without any


overarching legislative or executive branch policy guidance. As seen in the examination


of the PRTs. when interagency organizations arise to solve a short-term problem, they are


generally comprised of people from different departments and agencies, who ofien lack


institutional knowledge about their counterparts. Long-standing organizations like


JIATF-South have certainly benefited from their history when training new personnel


from various agencies.
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Previous Presidential initiatives such as PDD-56 and eventually NSPD-44 named


the SecState as the lead in interagency affairs, but failed to adequately empower or


provide sufficient staffing for success. In the end, the SecState becomes the first among


equals when trying to build interagency partnerships. To provide the necessary’


leadership and enforcement of interagency requirements, the best choice becomes the


Vice President. His power and position relative to the President makes him the most


suitable leader to drive and dictate changes across the interagency.


Leadership by the Vice President


Interagency operations, by definition, are bureaucratic amalgamations of diverse


groups with different cultures, outlooks, and principal objectives. As seen in the JIATF


South and PRY case studies, leadership plays the largest role in establishing unity of


effort. To be successffil, interagency oversight must come under a civilian government


leader who is accountable directly to the President. This person must operate outside the


constraints of individual agency or cabinet secretary concerns and have the power to


direct actions on behalf of the President. No better candidate in the federal government


exists than the Vice President, as he answers only to the President.


Within the current structure of the executive branch, ultimate leadership of


agencies and branches comes from the President’s leadership and flows down from the


Vice President and Cabinet Secretaries. However, personnel occupying these positions


naturally support their missions and personnel first. The Vice President operates above


this restriction. The National Security Advisor could be empowered to act as the Vice


President’s deputy to handle procedural matters between agencies and makes another


good candidate, as the position is also outside any one particular department or agency
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(other than the National Security Council). By vesting vision and arbitration in someone


who truly represents the “whole of government,” a reduction in bureaucratic politics and


dynamics will diminish.


To support the Vice President and National Security Advisor, a new branch


organization inside the National Security Council (NSC) would handle the administration


of interagency affairs. Representatives of each federal agency, would become members


of a professional staff, operating as the “Office of Interagency Affairs” to tackle and


address every aspect of interagency concerns. Using the organizational model similar to


JIATF-South. members of the staff would report to seniors outside their own parent


organization and evaluated by that immediate superior. By removing the pull to support


only their parent organization, again looking to the example of JIATF-South, personnel


assigned in such a manner would develop an allegiance to the assigned tasks and


problems. An organization of this type would help eliminate single agency solutions and


fiscal protectionism at the Cabinet level.


Developing a staff in this manner would not remove the requirement for


operational constructs in the interagency process. The functions of Office of Interagency


Affairs would organize primarily around three areas: removal of bureaucratic roadblocks


to successThl interagency operations, administration of a professional corps of individuals


across every federal agency educated in interagency affairs, and evaluation of interagency


exercises undertaken across all levels of the executive branch. In carrying out these three


functions, the Office of Interagency Affairs would significantly expand interagency


cooperation and capability.
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Perhaps the most important of the three functions is the removal of bureaucratic


roadblocks. The Office of Interagency Affairs could use the power of the Vice President


and National Security Advisor to be judge and arbiter in defining roles, responsibilities,


and funding streams for execution. For example, if an interagency task force came into


existence to work on disaster relief and there was subsequent disagreement between


individual agencies over funding for material or logistics costs, the Vice President would


be sought for rapid resolution. Creating an office centered on interagency affairs would


streamline the process of resolving disputes over policy, capability, and funding. This


will help in reducing delays in gaining the attention of decision makers.


Creating a professional interagency security corps beyond the DoD and DoS


remains one of the most elusive and critical parts of developing interagency capacity.


Individual agencies and institutions in the executive branch have widely varying


educational systems, skill sets, and promotion systems. This reality can be expected given


the particular focus areas of each agency. As personnel enter a particular agency at lower


positions of authority and responsibility, they develop an understanding of the particular


processes and needs of that individual agency. Expertise about subjects unique to the


individual’s agency is the pathway to promotion and future success. A part of this


promotion system needs to be preserved to create managers and leaders who understand


the dynamics and requirements of their respective agency. However, this creates a natural


friction when those same organizations are tasked with sending some of their very best to


interagency professional development creating staffing shortfalls (unlike the DoD which


has enough excess capacity to backfill the loss). Yet this is critical to ensuring success in


future complex problem solving. Developing agency subject matter experts should not be
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the goal of interagency training, and giving the responsibility to any singular federal


agency could lead to overemphasis on a particular skill set. Uniformity across agencies


and cultures could be managed to provide a greater common understanding of the


capabilities, capacities, and authorities of different departments and agencies.


By creating an evaluation branch inside the Office of the Interagency Affairs, the


organization could train local, state, and federal officials on successful techniques and


best practices to facilitate future success. During large exercises, evaluators would


provide an unbiased look at the structures, communication methods, use of capabilities,


and exercise of authorities across the interagency. The build-in feedback loop to the


interagency leaders and supporting agencies involved would greatly enhance future


endeavors - available to others in the form of lessons learned and best practices.


Empowering the Vice President and creating the Office of Interagency Affairs to


administer large interagency problem sets creates accountability and authority in a


singular executive office reporting directly to the President. Leadership by the Vice


President and creating an organization whose purpose is the removal of structural


roadblocks, oversight of the education of national interagency professionals, and


evaluation and feedback from exercises solves many of the systemic problems of the


interagency process.


National Security and Educational Framework for Interagency Success


As outlined above, there is certainly a need for organizations to educate and


promote capable personnel versed in the needs, capabilities, and structures of their parent


organization. For example, an admiral in the U.S. Navy must have a deep understanding


of the naval service to lead it effectively. However, at some point in the agency’s career
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path for an individual, exposure to other executive branch agencies becomes necessary to


work effectively in positions that require interagency cooperation. The creation of


qualifications and groups such as CRS depend on interagency training to make their


constituents effective. Despite the fact that this was previously recognized and a structure


created to oversee such educational opportunities, those stalled efforts need to be


reinvigorated.


Executive Order 13434, signed by President Bush in 2007, states that U.S.


government policy would be to “promote the education, training and experience of


current and future professionals in national security positions.” This charged


representatives within the DHS and other executive agencies to develop a strategy for


promoting the education of national security professionals. These educational


opportunities are separate from those within the DoD, which already had a robust training


and educational system comprised of service and joint education schools offering courses


that include the awarding of Master’s degrees.


The process and system envisioned by President Bush and his administration, was


never fully implemented. In 2010, the United States Government Accountability Office


(GAO) report “An Overview of Professional Development Activities Intended to


Improve Interagency Collaboration” found that it “could be challenging for agency


officials to identify the relevant training and professional development opportunities


available to the national security community.”2 The report, which examined 225


professional development activities, found that the educational opportunities structured


Executive Order no. 13434, “National Security Professional Development”, Federal Register 72,
no. 98 (May 22, 2007): 28583.


2 Government Affairs Office, “An Overview of Professional Development Activities Intended to
Improve Interagency Collaboration. November2010: 29
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themselves around building common knowledge, developing specific skills in leading


interagency efforts, and establishing networks of personnìel to so’ve problems. The report


concludes that “the level of interagency participation may affect how a given professional


development activity can improve its participants’ ability to collaborate.”3 However,


there existed no central repository or demand signal to coordinate such educational


opportunities across the executive branch.


Developing a national security professional has different meanings for different


agencies. Some, such as the DoD, DoS, and DHS have recognized the need for


professional educational opportunities and created institutions like the National Defense


University and Foreign Service Institute. Their purpose is to provide personnel with


broader perspectives on the executive branch’s departments and agencies in preparation


for them to fill positions of increased responsibility. In addition, larger agencies will be


prepared to accept gaps in staffing to support longer educational training timelines and


opportunities. Smaller agencies, with a limited cadre of personnel may not be able to send


their personnel without severely affecting daily operations.


The solution to personnel shortfalls in smaller agencies lies in the system


administration using the interagency capacity and capability to help solve the problem.


Run by the Office of Interagency Affairs, each individual agency would be able to


designate a certain number of personnel each year who need to receive advanced


education on interagency collaboration and structures. This is currently done by


departments such as the DoD and DoS. To alleviate staffing shortfalls, larger agencies


such as Defense and State would provide personnel already trained in interagency


Ibid., 30.
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operations to fill vacancies created by educational opportunities that last more than six


months. Agencies that decline to support such initiatives would be required to seek relief


from the Office of Interagency Affairs and possibly the Vice President.


In addition to coordinating attendance for individuals across the interagency,


standardized training could be developed and expanded by using existing institutions as


well as modifying a particular agency’s curricula to support tailored training with


oversight from the Office of Interagency Affairs. Although recently cancelled, education


at the DoD’s Joint Forces Staff College’s Homeland Secuñw Planners Course and Joint,


Interagency, and Multinational Planners Course provided some of the most


comprehensive of the executive branch. The 5-day courses, combining classroom


learning and exercise simulations, provides “knowledge of the latest developments in


interagency coordination and serves as a forum for the exchange of best practices.. .[and}


Includes a computer-assisted exercise.”4 This intertwining of the two mediums forces


planners to collaborate in real-time while under instruction. Feedback on current best


practices, combined with recent experience in the field make the course particularly


effective. Agencies such as U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) and the


DHS also offer courses from which information and best practices could be garnered.


Combining educational resources under the administration of a singular entity


would help ensure standardization. By seeking best practices in a formal setting and


providing a clearinghouse for lessons learned, the Office of Interagency Affairs would


enable emerging interagency organizations to examine complex problems with the


U.S. Government Accountability Office, An Overview ofProfessional Development Activities
Intended to Improve Interagency Collaboration: GovernnzentAccountabilitiy Office (Washington, DC:
Government Accountability Office, November 2010), 44.
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benefit of consolidated lessons learned. Concerns over manning could be adjudicated


with interagency cooperation.


Developing a Standard Process Model for Interagency Collaboration


Interagency collaboration begins after a complex problem is identified and the


need for an interagency solution determined. A standardized process to begin solving a


particular problem set needs to be developed for use by teams coming together for the


first time. Recenfly. the Joint Chiefs of Staff J-7, Future Joint Force Development Office


developed a “Unity of Effort Framework Solution Guide” to provide interagency


planners just such a model. Although not presented as strict DoD doctrine, the planning


guide removes ambiguity and aids in replicating best practices from previous interagency


endeavors. The unity of effort framework acts as a “logical construct used to collect and


convey information and USG agencies and departments.. .to improve their ability to work


with complex problems that require coordinated effort”5


Efforts to create such a framework involved coordination across the interagency


and utilize best practices and inputs from both DoD components as well as DoS,


Department of Homeland Security. Department of Justice, and the National Guard


Bureau. With those partners, the Joint Staff developed a four-stage process that works


from strategic guidance to tactical execution. In stage one, identification of key


stakeholders and higher-level guidance takes place. Following stage one, the


development of common objectives, identification of the operating environment, and the


developing of lines of effort take place. Next supported and supporting agencies are


determined as well as key intersections for planning unity of effort. Even more essential


U.s Joint Chiefs of Staff. Unity of Effort Framework Solution Guide. (Washington, DC: Joint
Chiefs of Staff, August31 2012): 5.
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is the recognition of problem areas and processes that will impede the interagency effort.


In the final stage, capabilities, gaps, budgets, and measures of progress are placed into a


large template for easy reference and guidance during ffiture planning efforts.6


This standardized model for interagency collaboration provides a good tool


designed to remove personal bias, while emphasizing a “whole of government approach”


to solving complex problems. The framework and computer driven software modeling


allows stakeholders to come together and work collaboratively using a structure that


promotes understanding of capability, capacity, and authority from interagency partners.


To be effective, the modeling system incorporated lessons learned from previous efforts


and has a built-in feedback loop to the Joint Staff J-7 to keep its modeling current.


Ibid., 5.
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CHAPTER 7


CONCLUSION


Developing solutions for the interagency is a complex problem. With vast


differences in personnel, budgets, capacity, capability, authority, scope, and internal


bureaucratic challenges, the interagency process will never be seamless. Bureaucratic


challenges driven by different focus efforts and funding reductions make current


problems seem minor in comparison. A study of recent success stories could help develop


a roadmap of processes and organizations that can be developed into future solution sets.


After examining some of the larger strategic presidential initiatives, and the


lexicon involved in the interagency process, the process and problem sets is better


understood. Interagency success depends on developing a unity of effort framework that


pairs capacity, capability, and authority into a single structure to leverage strengths,


mitigate weaknesses, and create unity of action. Case studies of successful, long-standing


task forces like JIATF-South illuminate the need for a common purpose with individual


objectives placed underneath an overarching series of goals. When individuals are placed


in an organization that rewards commitment to those interagency goals, rather than those


of their parent organization, there is more freedom to attain unity of action. In doing so,


those individuals gain recognition and reward for contributions to the interagency


objectives.


Similar goals emerged when the PRTs stood up in the USCENTCOM AOR


during Operations IRAQI and ENDURING FREEDOM. Using the capacity’ and


capability of the DoD to provide security and intelligence, members of the PRI from


non-DOD agencies became committed to the larger cause. When problems in particular
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areas did emerge, the larger perspective revealed that team members believed their efforts


were making a difference and they banded together as a group against what was


perceived as larger bureaucratic obstacles.


As discussed in the recommendations chapter, the development of a single


agency, as a part of the NSC and led by the Vice President, provides a path toward


solidifying interagency objectives. The Office of Interagency Affairs could provide a


whole of government perspective and quickly resolve funding, training, and participation


concerns among the executive branch departments and agencies. To ensure that national


interagency professionals become exposed to the interagency collaborative process, the


Office of Interagency Affairs will provide critical oversight. Concerns over personneL


loss while undertalcing education, standardized training, and the ability to network across


the interagency can be mitigated through a central arm of the executive branch.


The recent initiatives by the Joint Staff to develop an interagency unity of effort


framework has produced a tool that enables planners to iteratively solve complex


problems using a standardized process. Guidance, capability, and this Joint Staff tool will


enable interagency partners to reach process agreement much faster than before. Taken


together these three initiatives will go a long way in solving interagency concerns for the


future. This will require reorganization on the staff of the NSC. Those changes will pay


larger dividends across the whole of government and can be done with minimal cost.


The interagency process, with its numerous departments, individual personalities,


and fiscal concerns quickly becomes as complex as the problems it attempts to solve.


Vast differences in capabilities and capacities, coupled with a variety of authorities


thrther complicate matters in such an environment. Past initiatives at the presidential
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level have unfonunat&y failed to address the proNem at several levels. Without the


combined mixture of senior level leadership, a concentration and dedication to


interagency training opportunities, and the adoption of a common planning tool for


interagency problem solving, interagency operations will continue to react too slow and


the executive branch seen as ineffective. Fiscal constraints in coming years further


necessitate a whole of government approach using every available resource to combat the


complex problems of tomorrow’s world. The three initiatives discussed in this thesis


provide a number of imperatives that if instituted together will go a long way in solving


those problems.
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